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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to the amendment filed on 29 June 2006. 

2. Claims 1-16 have been amended. 

3. The rejection of Claims 1-7, 10-16 under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, has 
been withdrawn necessitated by the amendment. The rejection of Claims 1-3, 5-14, and 
16 under 35 U.S.C. 101 has been withdrawn necessitated by the amendment. The 
rejection of Claims 1, 3-6, 10, and 14-16 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
"Microsoft Word", (Microsoft, "Microsoft Word 2000", 1999) has been withdrawn 
necessitated by the amendment. The rejection of Claims 2 and 11-12 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over "Microsoft Word" in further view of Simske (US 
PGPub 2004/0133560, filed 1/7/2003) has been withdrawn necessitated by the 
amendment. The rejection of Claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over "Microsoft Word" in further view of Sieber (US Patent 5,649,216, patented 
7/15/1997) has been withdrawn necessitated by the amendment. The rejection of Claim 
13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over "Microsoft Word" in further view 
of Simmons (US PGPub 20040003350, filed 6/28/2002) has been withdrawn 
necessitated by the amendment. 

4. Claims 1-16 are pending. Claims 1, 3, 4, 5, 14, 15, and 16 are independent 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 8-9 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

7. Claim 8 recites the limitation "greatest sum of layout likelihood" in line 1 1 . 
Examiner is unsure if it's the same layout likelihood as in Claim 5, or a different layout 
likelihood. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

8. Claim 8 recites the limitation "the mean values of vertical and horizontal lengths 
of each layout element" in lines 5-6. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. 

9. Claim 8 recites the limitation "the sum of the layout likelihood of all cells" in lines 
6-7. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

10. Claim 9 recites the limitation "the area ... of each layout element" in lines 3-4. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

1 1 . Claim 9 recites the limitation "the aspect ratio of each layout element" in lines 3- 
4. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

12. Claim 9 recites the limitation "the mean values, of vertical and horizontal 
lengths of each layout element". There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation 
in the claim. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shati be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

14. Claims 1,4-6, and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Christensen et al (US PGPub 2003/0121004, filed 1 1/21/2002). 

As per independent claim 1 , Christensen et al discloses a media comprising: 
• A template production function that produces a layout template combining a 
plurality of layout samples, each of the plurality of layout samples including at 
least one layout element laid in a layout frame, the layout template having a 
layout position for the at least one layout element, and having a layout 
likelihood for an element-laying area that corresponds to a position of the 
least layout element in the layout samples combined to produce the layout 
template. (Based on the paragraph 0007 of Applicant's specification, a layout 
template is "one or more types of layout samples" wherein each layout 
samples includes "at least one or more layout elements laid in a layout 
frame." Thus, Christensen et al discloses the combination of each layouts to 
create a final output. FIG 9a-e; Paragraph 0129-0130 discloses each layout 
(Paragraph 0073) contains layout elements (Paragraph 0072) in a layout 
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frame (e.g. L1 has R3, R2, L2 has R5, R7.) Thus, Paragraph 0138, FIG10a 
discloses a template which has layout 1 and layout 2 combined, wherein each 
layout contain layout elements in a layout frame. Furthermore, when the 
combined layout is created, the elements are positioned within the one of the 
layout samples or within an element-laying area of the layout samples, thus 
having a layout likelihood being position on the combined layout such shown 
in FIG 10a. 

As per independent claim 4, Claim 4 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 and 
is similar rejection under rationale. Furthermore, Christensen et al discloses: 

• Selecting one of a plurality of layout samples (When combining two layouts, 
each layout was selected to be combined to create a new layout, (e.g. 
Paragraph 0085-0091) 

• Determining the structure of each selected layout sample for each layout 
element (Paragraph 0081 discloses each layout points to a specific 
framework and contains a number of rendering numbers that points various in 
the framework. During the combine rule merging to combine layouts, the rule 
knows when two layouts point to the same framework, or do not point to the 
same framework, its able to determine the structure of each layout that 
includes the number of zones and elements with each layout. (Paragraph 
0085-0090,0098,0111) 
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As per independent claim 5, Claim 5 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 and 
is similar rejection under rationale. Furthermore, Christensen et al discloses: 

• a function that determines the structure of a plurality of layout samples. 
(Paragraph 0081 discloses each layout points to a specific framework and 
contains a number of rendering numbers that points various in the framework. 
During the combine rule merging to combine layouts, the rule knows when 
two layouts point to the same framework, or do not point to the same 
framework, its able to determine the structure of each layout that includes the 
number of zones and elements with each layout. (Paragraph 0085-0090, 
0098, 0111) 

• a layout function that generates a new layout having at least one new layout 
element in a template layout frame in accordance with the layout template 
produced by the template production function. (FIG 10a combined layout is 
the combination of Layouts 1 and L2 (FIG 9a, and 9b) wherein since 
combined layout is new, all the elements within each of the combined layout 
frames are consider new layout elements.) 

As per dependent claim 6, since each element had the likelihood of being placed 
in the proper layout frame of one of the layout samples, the elements are place in the 
same position based on their likelihood in the new layout as their were as a separate 
layout. For example, R5 element was placed within frame F2z1 of layout 2. When 
combined with layout 1 to create combined layout 1 , R5 kept the same the positioned 
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within F2zi when both layouts were combined, thus contained the same likelihood. 
(Paragraphs 0129-0138; FIGs 9a-10d) 

As per independent Claim 15, Claim 15 recites similar limitations as in Claims 4 
and 5 combined, and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per independent Claim 16, Claim 16 recites similar limitations as in Claims 1, 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. Furthermore, Christensen et al discloses: 

• The layout template is produced by combining a plurality of layout samples 
each including at least layout elements laid in a predetermined layout frame, 
(FIGs 9a-9e discloses a plurality of layouts with layout elements in a 
predetermined layout frame. Paragraph 0138 discloses the combining of the 
layouts. FIG 10a-10d discloses the result with elements laid out in 
predetermined layout frames) 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 3, and 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Christensen et al (US PGPub 2003/0121004, filed 1 1/21/2002). 
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As per independent Claim 3, Claim 3 recites similar limitations of Claim 1 , and is 
similarly rejected under rationale. Furthermore, Christensen et al fails to specifically 
disclose that a plurality of layout samples stored on the media. However, Christensen et 
al discloses that the invention using a content management system, which the invention 
provides one or more layouts (Paragraph 0010) It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art that Christensen et al invention uses a content management 
system that provides layouts that the layouts may be stored on the system in memory or 
in a database to provide easier access in one location, and reduces excessive 
processing time and resources for combing layout samples. 

As per independent Claim 14, Claim 14 recites a program for performing the 
system of Claim 3 and 5 combined and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

17. Claims 2, and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Christensen et al (US PGPub 2003/0121004, filed 11/21/2002) in further view of 
Simske (US PGPub 2004/0133560, filed 1/7/2003) 

As per dependent Claims 2, 1 1, and 12, Microsoft Word fails to specifically 
disclose each of the plurality of elements having a significance weighting factor, the 
layout likelihood being a weighed layout likelihood corresponding to the significance 
weighting factors for the layout samples combined to produce the layout sample 
template. However, Simske disclosing using position and font information based on 
document layout, elements may be assigned a layout role weight. (Paragraph 0020- 
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0022) In addition, Simske discloses a weight based on document. (Paragraph 0022, 
0035) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have combined Microsoft Word's software with Simske's 
method layout weight to provide the user the benefit of accurate document organization. 

18. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Christensen etal (US PGPub 2003/0121004, filed 11/21/2002) in further view of Sieber 
(US Patent 5,649,216, patented 7/15/1997) 

As per dependent claim 7, Christensen et al fails to specifically disclose the 
layout device creates the new layout by laying the at least one new layout element in 
accordance with a priority assigned to the two element-laying areas. However, Sieber 
discloses the arranging of elements with constraints into a hierarchical arrangement in 
which some constraints have a higher priority than others and the higher priority are 
satisfied. (Column 7, lines 30-43; Claim 31) In other words, the elements with 
constraints with higher priority are laid or arranged first before others with lower priority. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Christensen et al's combing layouts method with 
Sieber's method of arranging elements based on priority since it would have provided 
the user the benefit of simplifying the design of documents which contain elements that 
is capable of capturing the complex relationship between these elements. 
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19. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Christensen et al (US PGPub 2003/0121004, filed 11/21/2002) Castro (Castro, "HTML 
for the World Wide Web with XHTML and CSS: Visual QuickStart Guide, 5th Edition", 
copyright 2003, pp 157-174) 

Examiner provides the printout "HTML for the World Wide Web with XHTML and 
CSS: Visual QuickStart Guide, 5th Edition" from PeachPit Online Bookstore as evidence 
disclosing the book's publishing date is Sept. 17, 2002. 

As per dependent claim 10, Christensen et al discloses the at least one layout 
element is classified into image information with a mart part that is an image and into 
text information with a main part that is text. (R3 of Layout 1 is classified as graphics 
while R6 is classified as textual information) Furthermore, Christensen et al discloses 
textual information may be in HTML and displayed as HTML text, (Paragraph 00127, 
FIG 8e) indicating it is capable of reading HTML code where the data format may be 
HTML. (Paragraph 0039-0040.) In addition, the combined (new) layout is able to read 
the HTML text as shown in FIG 10b. However, Christensen et al fails to specifically 
discloses the template sets information indicating a font type and a font size of the text 
information and when the layout function lays the layout element of having text 
information in a particular element-laying area, the layout function determines a font 
type a font size of the layout element in accordance with information indicating a font 
type and a font size. 

However, Castro discloses HTML format is capable setting the font type and font 
size of textual information to how it will look when it is displayed. It was well-known in 
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the art at the time of Applicant's invention that if HTML text can be displayed, the 
settings that set the text are determine, read, and applied to the text when the text is 
displayed using HTML. (p1 57-1 74) Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of Applicant's invention to have modified Christensen 
et al's combining layout method with Castro's disclosure of HTML using fonts since it 
would have provided the user the benefit of having the ability to set textual information 
with customizable options and choices on how the textual information would when 
displayed. Therefore, since Christensen et al method is able to read HTML, it would be 
able to indicate, and determine font settings within the HTML format 

20. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Christensen etal (US PGPub 2003/0121004, filed 11/21/2002) in further view of 
Simmons (US PGPub 20040003350, filed 6/28/2002) 

As per dependent Claim 13, Christensen et al fails to specifically disclose when 
two layout elements that overlap each other, the template production function calculates 
the sums of the layout likelihood of the at least two layout elements provides, in the 
layout template, the calculated sums of the layout likelihood corresponding to the 
element-laying area. However, Simmons et al discloses when two elements laid out 
overlap each other or a collision occurs, performs calculations to the determine the 
shortest distance required to move the object to resolve the collision, and the object is 
moved in the direction of the shortest distance. Doing so calculates the layout likelihood 
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preventing two elements from overlapping in the element-laying area (Paragraph 0009, 
0039-0041, FIG 7, 8, 10). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Christensen et al's method of combining layouts 
with Simmons et al's method preventing overlapping since Simmons et al's method of 
solving the overlapping since it provided the method of resolving object collisions, or 
overlapping, resulting from document editing. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

21 . Claims 8-9 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

22. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-16 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

In regards to the arguments addressed by the Applicant of claims 1-16 to the 
new limitations of Claims 1-16 brought forth in the amendment in regards of combining 
a plurality of layout samples, each layout samples with a layout element to produce a 
layout template has been viewed by the new grounds of rejection under Christensen et 
al and Castro. 
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Conclusion 

23. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Bernardo et al (US Patent #6,684,369): Discloses using a bunch of templates 
to create a web site. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Faber whose telephone number is 571-272-2751. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8am to 430pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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